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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1-35 are pending in this application. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out 
and distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his 
invention. 

3. Claims 8,9,19,20,30 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

The following terms lack antecedent basis: 

a. "the handler" on line 1 of claims 8 and 9, and line 2 of claims 19,20,30 and 
31. 

For the purpose of this office action the Examiner would change "the handler" to 
"the exception handler". 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

4. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, 
manufacture, or composition of matter, or any new and useful improvement 
thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and requirements 
of this title. 

Claims 12-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
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The current focus of the Patent Office in regard to statutory inventions under 
35 U.S.C. § 101 is the claimed invention must produce a "tangible result. 
Currently, results stored in a computer readable medium as defined in the 
Specification are tangible. Unless the Specification supports an embodiment where 
the computer readable medium is define as a "wave" (such as a carrier wave). In 
the event, the Specification defines a computer readable medium can be a "wave", 
the Applicant should delete the embodiment or indicate the claimed invention is not 
claiming the embodiment of the "wave". The following link on the World Wide Web 
is for the United States Patent And Trademark Office (USPTO) policy on 35 U.S.C. 
§101. 

<http://www.uspto.gov/web/offices/pac/dapp/opla/preognotice/quidelines101 20051 
026.pdf> 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under 
section 122(b), by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for patent by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, 
except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application 
filed in the United States only if the international application designated the 
United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English 
language. 
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6. Claims 1,2,4,7-13,15,18-25,29-31,34 and 35 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Pub. No. 20030018681 A1 to 
Subramanian et al. 

7. As to claim 1 , Subramanian teaches a method of validating and dispatching an 
event (figures 2/4), comprising: receiving an event ("...receives an exception..." page 2 
paragraph 0025); determining an exception handler for the event/determining if the 
exception handler is valid ("...determines if..." page 2 paragraph 0025, figure 6 
Exception Handler Selector 52 page 2 paragraph 0032); and executing the exception 
handler if the exception handler is valid ("...dispatches... resolves..." page 2 paragraph 
0025, page 2 paragraph 0032). 

8. As to claim 2, Subramanian teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein determining 
if the exception handler is valid comprises comparing the exception handler to a list of 
valid exception handlers ("...look up table..." page 2 paragraph 0025, "...select..." page 

2 paragraph 0032). 

9. As to claim 4, Subramanian teaches the method of claim 1 , further comprising 
retrieving a list of valid exception handlers from a storage device and comparing the 
exception handler to the list of valid exception handlers in determining if the exception 
handler is valid ("...look up table..." page 2 paragraph 0025, "...local database..." page 

3 paragraph 0038). 
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10. As to claim 7, Subramanian teaches the method of claim 1 , further comprising, if 
the exception handler is valid, determining whether the exception handler handles the 
event, and if so, executing the exception handler, and otherwise, retrieving a second 
exception handler from information on a stack and continuing processing with 
determining if the second exception handler is valid (figure 4 (Step 44) page 2 
paragraph 0029). 

11. As to claim 8, Subramanian teaches the method of claim 1 , further comprising 
terminating the method if the handler is invalid (figure 4 "...terminate..." page 2 
paragraph 0029, figure 6 "...terminate..." page 2 paragraph 0032). 

12. As to claim 9, Subramanian teaches the method of claim 1 , further comprising 
generating an error message if the handler is invalid ("...log the error..." page 3 
paragraph 0046). 

1 3. As to claim 1 0, Subramanian teaches the method of claim 1 , further comprising, 
if the exception handler is valid, verifying other data for the event (page 4 paragraph 
0049/0050). 

14. As to claim 1 1 , Subramanian teaches the method of claim 10, wherein the other 
data comprises pointer data (page 4 paragraph 0049/0050). 
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15. As to claim 12,13,15,18-22, see the rejection of claims 1,2,4 and 7-11 
respectively. 

16. As to claim 23-25, see the rejection of claims 1 ,2 and 4 respectively. 

■ 

17. As to claims 29-31 , see the rejection of claims 7-9 respectively. 

18. As to claims 34 and 35, see the rejection of claims 10 and 1 1 respectively. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

19. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

20. Claims 3,5,14,16,26,27 and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Pub. No. 20030018681 A1 to Subramanian et al. in view of 
U.S. Pat. No. 5,628,016 to Kukol. 
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21 . As to claim 3, Subramanian is silent with reference to the method of claim 2, 
further comprising one of receiving and generating the list of valid exception handlers. 

Kukol teaches the method of claim 2, further comprising one of receiving and 
generating the list of valid exception handlers ("...establish a handler..." Col. 16 Ln. 15 
- 59, "...constructing..." Col. 20 Ln. 36 - 57). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Kukol and Subramanian because the 
teaching of Kukol would improve the system of Subramanian by providing a uniquely 
efficient, portable and flexible implementation of exception handling (Kukol Col. 16 Ln. 
15-23). 

22. As to claim 5, Kukol teaches the method of claim 1 , further comprising generating 
a list of valid exception handlers by compiling code into at least one of an object file and 
an image (figure 1C Col. 8 Ln. 62 - 67, Col. 9 Ln. 1 - 16). 

23. As to claim 14, see the rejection of claim 3 above. 

24. As to claims 16 and 26, see the rejection of claim 5 above. 

25. As to claim 27, Subramanian teaches the system of claim 26, further comprising 
a storage device that store the list of valid exception handlers ("...look up table..." page 
2 paragraph 0025, "...local database..." page 3 paragraph 0038). 
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26. As to claim 32, Kukol teaches the system of claim 23, further comprising a linker 
that creates an image based on at least one object file received from at least one of a 
compiler and an assembler, and provides the image to the exception dispatcher system 
(figure 1C Col. 8 Ln. 62 - 67, Col. 9 Ln. 1 - 16). 

27. Claims 6,17 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Pub. No. 20030018681 A1 to Subramanian et al. in view of 
U.S. Pub. No. 20020169999 A1 to Bhansali et al. 

28. As to claim 6, Subramanian is silent with reference to the method of claim 1 , 
further comprising compiling code to produce an executable that is marked with an 
identifier indicating that the executable is safe with respect to a list of valid exception 
handlers. 

Bhansali teaches the method of claim 1 , further comprising compiling code to 
produce an executable that is marked with an identifier indicating that the executable is 
safe with respect to a list of valid exception handlers (figure 14 Handler Designation 
1408 page 12 paragraphs 0163/0164). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Bhansali and Subramanian because 
the teaching of Bhansali would improve the system of Subramanian by providing a 
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process for identifying an appropriate exception handler for handling an exception (page 
12 paragraph 0163). 

29. As to claims 17 and 28, see the rejection of claim 6 above. 

30. Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Pub. No. 20030018681 A1 to Subramanian et al. in view of U.S. Pat. No. 5,628,016 
to Kukol as applied to claim 32 above, and further in view of U.S. Pub. No. 
20020169999 A1 to Bhansali et al. 

31 . As to claim 33, Subramanian is silent with reference to the system of claim 32, 
wherein the linker produces an executable that is marked with an identifier indicating 
that the executable is safe with respect to a list of valid exception handlers. 

Bhansali teaches the system of claim 32, wherein the linker produces an 
executable that is marked with an identifier indicating that the executable is safe with 
respect to a list of valid exception handlers (figure 14 Handler Designation 1408 page 
12 paragraphs 0163/0164). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine the teachings of Bhansali, Kukol and Subramanian 
because the teaching of Bhansali would improve the system of Kukol and Subramanian 
by providing a process for identifying an appropriate exception handler for handling an 
exception (page 12 paragraph 0163). 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Charles E. Anya whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3757. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F (8:30-5:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Thomson can be reached on (571) 272-3718. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



273-8300. 



cea. 




Charles E Anya 
0\L Examiner 
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